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VERSION 1 - REVIEW

REVIEWER Carl Lavie
The University of Queensland School of Medicine
REVIEW RETURNED 18-May-2021
GENERAL COMMENTS The study is fine , but | am not certain that this will be super

impactful. Also, | am not sure why a methods paper is needed when
this could all be included in the full paper.Nevertheless , | see no
reason that this cannot be published , especially in Open Access.

REVIEWER Preman Kumarathurai
Rigshospitalet, Department of Cardiology
REVIEW RETURNED 09-Jun-2021
GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript is a protocol for a metaanalysis/systemic review of

RCTs of studies assessing HRV in relation to exercise-dose
response in individuals with overweight/obesity.

The protocol seems well-planned. | have only minor comments to
the protocol:

- The paper was submitted on the 14th of December 2020, but is
first available for review now (May 2021). What is the reason for
such a delay?

- Some estimated dates for the various procedures could be
mentioned? E.g. retrieving papers, manuscript writing.

VERSION 1 - AUTHOR RESPONSE

Response to reviewer 1:

We appreciate the reviewer's constructive feedback on the manuscript. We appreciate the time you
took to assist us in improving this manuscript. Dear reviewer, this protocol was developed and meant
to be more methodologically refined, therefore we initially considered publishing it as a protocol. We

appreciate your thoughtful input. Thank you
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Response to reviewer 2:

We thank reviewer for the critical comments on the manuscript. We do appreciate the time you have
spent in helping us to improve this manuscript. We have modified the manuscript as per the
suggestion. The changes are highlighted in the manuscript.

Reviewer comment: Some estimated dates for the various procedures could be mentioned? E.g.
retrieving papers, manuscript writing.

Response: Modified as per suggestion (Page no. 8, line no. 135). The changes are highlighted in the
manuscript.



